Deer Dick, 


1/14/70 


Re; l/9: I have been entirely v/ithout doubt since first seeing 399 
thgt there is nothing miscinr that cenrot be accounted for outside oC hiimsn 
fcod'es. What I felt I could say beyond ( then) question I said in PM. Sines then, 
the pajor missing proof, to me, is yours on duplicating the removal nr* the 
sample. So on this we ere agreed. 

I an not sufficiently expert to ssy "ebyond question” there ws 3 more 
removed aft r Howard's Pictures ^er taken, but 1 believe toe raised pert 
t* the right of center in my mixture (with the myrtle scale on top) is missing 
in his. It is the lighting that helps persuade me. In my picture this is raised 
and well-lighted. In Howard's it appears to be cut out. 

1 bu?vo made e r^ugh tracing of mine for you. 1 tried to copy it on 
the three -"r machine end after five failures gave it up. however, you remember 
mine well enough, I believe, to know whether what was sent you is it. Nonetheless, 
when you can I'd like 8n electrostatic copy to compare. I have asked xioward to 
get a duplicate negative also. 

Now there is no doubt ’hey took this picture for me. It was down in 
the lab where you, Tom snd I were, end you mey recall my concersation with the 
photographer, who took tnem, about it. Game one who did ours then, 

-here -l believe a bit was removes is next to what you properly call 
the Frazier rrater. It Is really the top of one of tue vails, theLstrsightest 
^ne. 


I love r verlcil'! on this, so 1 look forward to wuut else you think 

you see. 


Heaver, unless they lied to Howard, there is a small fragment of 
some kind missing, in mine, in his, or both. Potli if they told the entire 
truth, for mine were t:jken after Thompson’s, --y huch would be necr where 
Frazier cut. 

Hove you done any more thoerizing about what thi9 bullet was fired 
into? I believe you hpve n*rver responded to my question about plastics 

TRiere the area in cuestion is raised in my picture, in Howards it 
is clearly cut down. Cm Howards, looking as at mine, you con see the mark of 
the knife, a perfectly slight wall, beginning at the sharp point in th- v C u$, 

the original one. I hav^ made n separate rrught tracking o " this fer you, only 

what i be liove cannot be attributed to lighting, but, not sll that is possible. 

If you take an ongrove§a lens ani look at one of the prints Howard made, ± sent 
you, you can actually see tue outlining of toe knife, lie an arrow, wuare tne 
cut was outlined before it was made. 77i til tue flat edge up, g^ing to tue right 
end slightly upward, are two parallel lines beginning at almost toe lower, right- 
bond edge of the original F cut. In the enlargement 1 ket, this is afcomt 1 era long, 
at this point there is a cut-line intersecting in a point. Like an arrowhead, 
trom both lines, and the just foil to mee the line, giving the arrowhead effect, 
n . he se do not exist in nine and moreover, to e large degree, cennot, they beirg 
where the revoved metal was. I'M anxious to see the picture you got, n^w, 1 f yo u 

can, a ^rint,, but if not or if that will delay, an electrostat. Ho response to 

ray request for e new picture. Excuse haste. CC Howard only. 1 want this kept 
in complete silence, as my other recent correspondence should indicate, please, 
both. I here other thinea goine with Jt. If you get flow n here the coming vacation 
you can aee .11. .. H will when „ 9 com(s- ^ H , 


